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Sacca, Dr. T.D. Bui; Prof. M. Brian. 
Prof. J. J. Segovia; Ms. K. Gilbert: Mr. P. Toone: Mr. S. Yee 
Call to Order 
The Meeting was called to order at 2:11 pm. 


Approval of Agenda 


The Agenda, as presented, was approved. 


Approval of Minutes 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the Minutes of the Senate meeting of 5 March 1993 
were not completed in time for today's meeting, and that they would be 
presented for approval at the next Senate meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. KAMINARIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
STATHOPOULOS, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING 
OF 5 FEBRUARY 1993 BE APPROVED. 


It was requested by Dean Swamy, and, agreed, that the last part of 
paragraph 2, page 17, be corrected to read "...was established, and if it 
were not interdisciplinary, it would be administered by the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science. 


THE MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 


Business Arising from the Minutes 


Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to Senate's submission to the Board 
of Governors with respect to the evaluation and selection of senior 


administrators, including the resolutions adopted at the last meeting, as 
contained in document US-93-5-D1, and which, he advised, has been 
circulated to members for information at the request of the Steering 
Committee. He also drew members' attention to the following documents 
which, likewise, had been circulated for information: 


- CAUT Report on University Governance; 


- Motion adopted by CCSL on 5 March 1993 concerning the Report 
of the Board of Governors' Ad Hoc Committee; 


- Feedback from the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council 
concerning the Report of the Board of Governors' Ad Hoc 
Committee and the Report on the Enhancement and Recognition of 
Teaching; 


- CUFA's response to the Report of the Board of Governors' Ad Hoc 
Committee. 


With respect to the issue of the evaluation and selection of senior 
administration, Dr. Kenniff advised that a discussion was held at the 17 
March 1993 meeting of the Board of Governors; that the feeling of many of 
the members of the Board was that the topic was such that there should be a 
longer opportunity to debate it; and that this would occur at a special 
meeting of the Board to be held later in the month to address the issue of the 
Board's Ad Hoc Committee Report as well as the reactions that have been 
received, including the resolutions passed by Senate (document 
US-93-5-Dl) and other bodies in the University, i.e., the Faculty and 
School Councils, CUFA, CCSL, etc. In response to a question concerning 
the rules and procedures to be used with respect to up-coming evaluation or 
advisory search committees, he advised that technically, if new rules were 
not adopted, the existing rules would apply; that in a number of searches 
that had been conducted over the course of the last year, the Board had 
made accommodations with respect to the current rules that were reflected in 
many of the recommendations contained in Senate's reaction as well as in 
the original Board's report; that given that the current rules, in terms of 
dates, would not become operative in the case of up-coming searches or 
evaluations until May or June, 1993, it was still timely for the Board to 
consider changing the rules; but that if the Board passed a series of new 
rules which provided for deadlines for starting the process in March, such 
deadlines clearly would have overlapped, and he did not know at this stage 
how the Board would deal with that problem. 


It was pointed out that at line 5, page 2, document US-93-5-D1, - 
...WOMAN.." should be changed to - "WOMEN.." 


With respect to a concern expressed that the members of the Board of 
Governors had not yet received the above-mentioned Senate response, it 
was reported that they would receive it along with other responses for 
consideration at the special meeting of the Board to be held later in April 
1993. However, the feeling was expressed that this would tend to 
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marginalize Senate; that the response from Senate had a status different from 
other submissions, particularly given that Senate was requesting a direct 
role in the procedures and was an immediately concerned body; and that its 
response should be sent immediately by courier to external members of the 
Board, and also published in the Concordia's Thursday Report for the 
benefit of the internal University community. 


Concerning the above, Dr. Kenniff explained that the Board of Governors 
did not have the Senate response at its last meeting simply because the 
document had not been ready in its corrected form, but that he personally 
did not see any difficulty with the idea of sending the document to members 
of the Board. At the same time, while cautioning against thinking in any 
way in terms of a marginalization of Senate, he advised that members of the 
Board fully understood that Senate had given this matter careful 
consideration and had responded; that at the last meeting it was determined 
that the Executive Committee of the Board would meet to consider the date 
of the special Board meeting and how the debate could be prepared and 
documented; and that the date for that special meeting should be determined 
by the first day back to work following the Easter break. He reiterated that 
he did not see any major difficulty in circulating the Senate response 
immediately to members of the Board. 


It was also requested and agreed that the Senate response be published in 
the next edition of the Concordia's Thursday Report, if feasible. 


Remarks from the Chair 


In reporting on the proposed merging of SSHRC and the Canada Council 
for the Arts, Dr. Kenniff advised that while some minor amendments to the 
proposal had been made at the request of AUCC, the Minister of Finance 
was continuing to object to any postponement of the merger; that the Bill 
was not likely to be reported back to the House of Commons until 23 April 
1993 at the earliest; and that AUCC had begun to contact members of the 
Canadian Senate to make them aware of the objections of the academic and 
university communities to the continuation of the planned merger. He also 
reported on a notification from the Minister of Higher Education and 
Science concerning a $425,000 capital grant which Concordia would be 
receiving towards the improvement in the University's security system in 
response to an application which was submitted by Dr. C.L. Bertrand, 
Vice-Rector, Services, on | February 1993; and a press conference to be 
held on Tuesday evening, 6 April 1993 to be hosted by the Minister of 
Higher Education and Science, who would be announcing intended reforms 
of the CEGEP system. 


With reference to an article in the 25 March 1993 edition of The 
Concordian, Dr. Kenniff described the publication of what appeared to be 
precise information about the deliberations of the Committee consisting of 
members of the Board of Governors and Senate that had been convened to 
consider nominations for the position of Chancellor, as a very unfortunate 
incident. After reminding members of the many Senate discussions 
concerning faith, trust and confidentiality, he advised that the fact that the 
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name of one of the possible candidates had been bandied about as having 
been considered and rejected, and that at a later date others might be 
similarly bandied about, was a cause of considerable concern because it 
indicated that there was no faith or trust, and that people who were sitting 
on the Committee were prepared to go to the media with the names of 
candidates and to have them published. He further advised that this was a 
source of potential embarrassment to the University; that it was regrettable 
that this had happened; that it underscored the need for, and the fact that 
there was a certain value to, the rule of confidentiality up to a certain point; 
and that all members of the Committee had been asked to respect the request 
for confidentiality on the basis of their honour and integrity, but that the 
request, on the part of at least one member of the Committee, had not been 
respected. 


Items for Information 


Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to the Report from the Academic 
Programmes Committee (document US-93-5-D2) concerning a proposed 
revision to Section II, Paragraph 3 of the Code of Conduct, (Academic), 
which, he advised, was being tabled for information. 


Dean Valaskakis announced that a new athletic award for The Academic 
Female Athlete of the Year was presented last night at the academic awards 
banquet to Ivanka Cankovic, a student in Biology, Faculty of Arts and 
Science, with a G.P.A. of 3.77, and who was a member of the Concordia 
Women's Rugby Team. 


Dr. Cohen advised that the Capital Campaign-Draft Table of Needs had 
been revised (Draft #16) to take into account many of the comments that had 
been made during discussion at Senate; that the revised version, with 
explanations of the changes, was presented to the Board of Governors at its 
last meeting, and was approved with the understanding that it would 
continue to evolve as a document; and that a copy of Draft #16 would be 
circulated to members of Senate with the next Senate mail-out. 


Dr. Bertrand advised that the Concordia Women's Hockey Team had been 
almost as successful as our Women's Rugby Team, having won almost 
every game over the past several years, and so successful, in fact, that it has 
lost its Coach, Les Laughton, who has been appointed Coach of the 
National Team; and that he wished to congratulate Coach Lawton publically 
on the appointment. He also announced that on 7 April 1993 there would be 
a celebration to commemorate the official opening of the fiber-optic link 
between the two Campuses, which has been in operation for the past month 
and has improved communications between the two Campuses. With 
respect to a question that had been raised at the 5 February 1993 Senate 
meeting concerning salaries and benefits, etc., for the contracted cleaning 
staff, he advised that the salaries were set by Government decree and that 
the Company that was under contract to Concordia would be paying salaries 
in accordance with the decree stipulations; and that there would be no 
differential vis-a-vis levels of salaries paid to cleaners at Concordia and 
those working for other contract companies dealing with public buildings. 
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In additional remarks, Dr. Kenniff announced that of the 55 1967 Science 
and Engineering Scholarships awarded in Canada this year, which are the 
most prestigious awards NSERC offers to students, 4 have been granted to 
students from Concordia University, 2 from the Department of Chemistry 
and Biochemistry and 2 from the Department of Physics; and that Ms. 
Desiree McGraw, a student in the Department of Economics, who was well 
known for her work at last summer's Earth Summit, and the daughter of 
Philosophy Professor Jack McGraw, has won a Commonwealth 
Scholarship to study at Oxford University, one of twenty-five such 
Scholarships awarded in Canada this year. 


He also advised that this year's Annual Alumni Phonathon, which was held 
last week, had succeeded in raising $92,000 as compared with $81,000 in 
1992; and he expressed appreciation and offered congratulations to Dr. 
Cohen and to the team that had worked on this, including all members of the 
Concordia community, volunteers and alumni, for the success of their 
endeavours. 


Question Period 


In response to questions raised by Mr. Kaminaris concerning registration 
problems in the Library Building and possible memorials for the victims of 
the tragedy of 24 August 1992, Dr. Kenniff advised that the latter question 
was still under consideration and that there was a proposal on the Senate 
Agenda for consideration at today's meeting; that suggestions and ideas 
have been invited from the University community since last Fail, that some 
have been received, and that more would be welcomed; and that the matter 
would be coming up for further active consideration in the next little while. 
With respect to the former question, Dr. Bertrand advised that he had had a 
meeting with the Deans of the Faculties of Commerce and Administration, 
Engineering and Computer Science and Fine Arts to discuss future 
registrations; and that an alternative method of dealing with registration for 
September 1993 was being worked on, keeping in mind the limitation on 
allocated space. Mr. Smart, University Registrar, advised that for the 
moment there were no major problems with respect to pre-registration of 
upper-level students, where, because of course availability, there have been 
no major back-ups, although some students have been taking a circuitous 
route unnecessarily when they could have gone directly upstairs; and that 
while dispersing registration throughout the building was not the easiest 
thing to manage, he was hopeful that there was adequate space to handle 
the registration process. 


In response to a question from Ms. Beaudoin concerning the lack of student 
study space in the Library, Dr. Bertrand advised that more space was 
available in the Webster Library than there had been in the Norris Library, 
and that the problem was that library space had never been big enough 
necessarily to accommodate all of the students who would want to use it 
during examination periods; that among other difficulties, there was the 
problem of theft in the Library which would probably necessitate checking 
student I.D.'s; that the Library Administration was aware of the fact that 
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Concordia students were competing for library study space with students 
from the CEGEP's and other universities; that there was also more study 
space available in the Vanier Library Building on the Loyola Campus; and 
that while the University was doing the best that it could under the 
circumstances, he was certain that Dr. Bonin, Director of University 
Libraries, would welcome any suggestions which student Senators might 
have with respect to the problem. In response to a second question, Mr. 
Smart advised that the telephone registration project was on schedule and 
was expected to be completed for implementation in the Spring of 1994. 


In response to a question from Mr. Parent concerning a project relating to 
access to the Hall Building for mobile-impaired students, Dr. Bertrand 
advised that this was one of about six improvement projects that had been 
assigned to groups of students in a Political Science course; that the Hall 
Building was easily accessible through the McConnell Building via ramps 
and elevators, etc.; that notwithstanding the technical problems involved, 
the possibility of changing the doors to the de Maisonneuve entrance was 
being looked into, and that if it was technically and financially possible to 
make a change it would be done; that the Office for Advocacy and Support 
Services had advised that access to the Hall Building presently was not a 
major problem for disabled students who could usually find someone to 
open the doors for them, and that such students felt that in a sense there 
were other ways in which the University might better be able to help their 
lives; and that this also would have to be balanced out in terms of setting 
priorities and resolving the problem which was being looked at very 
seriously. 


Referring to a recent article by the incoming CUSA Co-Presidential team 
which had appeared recently in The Concordian and which he had found to 
be displeasing, Mr. Parent urged members of Senate and appropriate 
Faculty Councils to spread the word that student members had done an 
admirable job in attending meetings and in representing students on the 
various deliberative bodies in the University. 


In response to a question from Prof. Osman concerning a delay in the 
submission to SCAPP, and to Senate, of the proposed establishment of a 
Concordia Research Centre for Composites which had been approved by 
the Senate Research Committee on 22 January 1993, and which delay, he 
asserted, had resulted in a loss of $500,000 because of a missed 15 April 
1993 deadline date for NSERC grant applications, Dr. Sheinin advised that 
the procedures for the establishment of research centres, which had been 
adopted by Senate in 1990, were being followed to the letter, and that the 
document would come to Senate when it was ready; and that her Office was 
aware of the deadlines that Dr. Hoa and his colleagues were facing and was 
attempting to deal with them propitiously. Responding to follow-up 
questions, Dr. Kenniff advised that it was his understanding that the 
proposal had been received only recently by the Secretary of Senate who 
had forwarded it immediately to SCAPP; and he suggested that if the 
specific answer to the question of delay was not available today, it could be 
so noted and replied to by the Vice-Rector Academic, as soon as the 
information was available. He also suggested, as he had done on previous 
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occasions, that if members had a specific factual question, it was always 
worthwhile to notify in advance the individual to whom the question was 
being directed, which would enable a far more detailed and specific answer 
to be given at Senate than what otherwise might be the case. 


In response to a second question from Prof. Osman with respect to a letter 
which he had sent to the Secretary of Senate in December 1992 concerning 
the inclusion of questions relating to the Review of the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science on the Senate Agenda for discussion, 
and which had also been submitted to and considered by the Engineering 
and Computer Science Faculty Council, Dr. Kenniff advised that the matter 
had been referred by the Steering Committee to APC for consideration; and 
he suggested that in the absence of the Chair of APC, that the Secretary of 
Senate might attempt to track it down and include it on the Agenda for the 
next Steering Committee meeting. 


Other issues which were raised and responded to included questions with 
respect to a memorandum from the Vice-Rector, Services, concerning the 
University's insurance policy, particularly in terms of the status of 
equipment purchased with NSERC grants, which, Senate was advised, was 
not, nor ever had been, covered by the policy which only applied to items 
purchased through the Capital Budget, and which, it was agreed, should be 
clarified in a second memo; unanticipated problems that had arisen vis-a-vis 
planned changes in space and consolidation of offices in connection with the 
Strategic Space Plan, and a request and agreement that a synopsis of the 
situation be presented by the Vice-Rector, Services, to the 25 May 1993 
Senate meeting; and the need for the University, and the appropriate Senate 
committees, to prime themselves to respond to the CEGEP curriculum 
changes being planned by the Minister of Higher Education and Science 
with respect to reductions in Humanities and Physical Education courses, 
and the impact on Concordia's future clientele. 


Appointments 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the issue for consideration under this Agenda item, 
which had been on the Senate Agenda but not dealt with at the last meeting, 
was the resignation and replacement of Mr. Subramanya as the Graduate 
Student representative on the Task Force on Senate Reform. 


During the ensuing discussion which centred on the question of the 
importance of student representation, and the timing of a substitute 
appointment given the imminent completion of the work of the Task Force, 
Senate was informed that Mr. Qureshi, who was the only other eligible 
candidate as a Graduate Student representative on Senate, previously had 
expressed his inability to sit on the Task Force. It was agreed to proceed to 
the next Agenda item. 


Concordia University Students' Association Resolution 


IT WAS MOVED BY MS. NERO, SECONDED BY MS. BEAUDOIN, 
THAT THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE AUTONOMY OF 


CUSA AND THE ARBITRATION OF CONFLICTS WITH THE 
UNIVERSITY ADMINISTRATION, AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT 
US-93-4-D8 (REVISED), BE APPROVED. 


With respect to the resolution, Ms. Beaudoin explained that the intent -was 
to have Senate acknowledge the autonomy of CUSA and the fact that it 
functioned in accordance with its own by-laws, the by-laws of the 
University, and the laws of Québec and Canada; and to establish a 
mechanism to resolve conflicts between CUSA and the Administration of 
the University. 


It was noted and agreed that the last line in paragraph 4, document 
US-93-4-D8 (Revised) be corrected to read and the laws of Québec and 
Canada". 


Mr. Kaminaris advised that he wished to propose a number of amendments 
which would remove some inherent contradictions and would enable him to 
support the resolution. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. KAMINARIS, SECONDED 
BY MR. MAKKONEN, THAT THE PHRASE -"SO LONG AS SUCH 
STUDENT ASSOCIATIONS RESPECT THE PRINCIPLES OF 
NATURAL JUSTICE" - BE ADDED TO PARAGRAPH 3, DOCUMENT 
US-93-4-D8 (REVISED) ; AND THAT THE SENTENCE - "AND 
RECOGNIZING THE RIGHT OF THE COMMERCE STUDENTS' 
ASSOCIATION AND THE ENGINEERING AND COMPUTER 
SCIENCE STUDENTS' ASSOCIATION TO REPRESENT THEIR 
MEMBERS INDEPENDENT OF CUSA ON VARIOUS UNIVERSITY 
BODIES SUCH AS SENATE, THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS AND 
CCSL AMONG OTHER UNIVERSITY COMMITTEES" - BE ADDED 
AT THE END OF THE LAST PARAGRAPH. 


In response to a "point of order" raised by Ms. Nero that the changes 
proposed by Mr. Kaminaris were contrary to the motion on the floor and, in 
consequence, were out of order, Dr. Kenniff ruled that the phrase - "So 
long as such student associations respect the principles of natural justice” 
was areceivable amendment in that it modified and limited, but did not 
negate, the meaning of paragraph 3; that while the deletion of paragraphs 4 
and 5 truncated the main motion, it did not negate it, and was therefore 
receivable; and that the third part of the amendment, which would add 
something that initially was not being addressed in the resolution and should 
be the subject of a separate motion, was out of order. 


It was agreed that speakers would attempt to limit their interventions to three 
minutes. 


In explaining his amendments, Mr. Kaminaris advised that the first 
resolution as proposed, suggested that anything that a student association 
did, even if it was contrary to natural Justice, was acceptable; that Senate 
should study the CUSA by-laws to see if it agreed with them before 
adopting the second resolution; and that the third resolution was against the 


whole concept of student autonomy, and that it would have an effect on 
other student associations, including CASA and ECA, which legally 
operated under the provisions of Bill 32 which clearly stipulated that they 
did not have to seek permission from any University authority with respect 
to changes to the fee collection process or in appointing representatives to 
various University bodies. 


During the ensuing discussion, Prof. Newman argued that this was a very 
difficult issue and that it was not something that could be discussed and 
resolved at a Senate meeting; and that it was not the business of Senate to 
arbitrate between CUSA and the administration of the University. At the 
same time, however, she advised that she would be in favour of the idea of 
striking a small committee to discuss the situation with the students and to 
come back to Senate with a more unified proposal and with all of the 
information necessary to enable Senate to make a rational decision; and she 
suggested that the motion be tabled and a small committee be set up to 
consider the matter, and to inform itself so that it could be dealt with in as 
open and as expeditious a manner as possible. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. NEWMAN, SE.CONDED BY DEAN 
VALASKAKIS, THAT THE MOTION BE TABLED. 


In response to a "point of order" raised by Ms. Nero that a tabling motion 
could not be made once a speaker had spoken, Dr. Kenniff advised that a 
motion to table could be made, that it required a seconder, that it was not 
debatable, and that it required a majority vote. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


In response to a number of procedural issues raised with respect to the 
above motion to table, and information on the rules under which Senate 
operated, Dr. Kenniff advised that the meetings were governed by Robert's 
Rules of Order; that other standing orders that have been adopted over many 
years, related to the fact that Senate would not get itself tied up in procedural 
knots unless it was in a situation were there were strong disagreements; that 
Senate had often functioned by consensus and without taking votes, etc., 
which was not something that was included in Robert's Rules, but rather, it 
was something which has been used by consent of the assembly; that when 
people raised "points of order" and ., points" of privilege", and there . was 
an adversarial debate that required other than consensual rules, Robert's 
Rules of Order, which was readily available for consultation in the 
Secretary's Office, was used. 


As a result of a question from Dr. Bertrand as to whether a main motion 
could be tabled while an amendment was on the floor, it was agreed that the 
Chair consult Robert's Rules of Order for clarification, following which, 
Dr. Kenniff explained that properly speaking a "motion to table," which 
was a priority motion, was to be used to deal urgently with something else, 
and not with the objective of postponing discussion on the main issue; and 
that, in fact, what members have normally been referring to as a tabling 
motion more properly should be referred to as a "motion to postpone" either 


indefinitely or to a later date, and whose adoption kills the main motion for 
the duration of the meeting and avoids a direct vote on the question; and that 
the subsidiary motion to "postpone indefinitely" had the lowest priority of 
any subsidiary motion, that it could be applied only to the main question, 
and that therefore it could be made only while the main question was 
immediately pending. In light of this, Dr. Kenniff advised that he was 
accepting the "point of order" raised by Dr. Bertrand that the "motion to 
postpone" could not be discussed while an amendment was on the floor; 
and that the amendment was still on the floor for discussion. 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER AGREED TO WITHDRAW THEIR 
AMENDMENT. 


After elaborating on the rationale for the resolution contained in document 
US-93-4-D8 (Revised) , during which she argued that there were certain 
elements in the motion that did not just speak to the question of the 
autonomy of one student association being respected but rather of the 
respect for the autonomy of all constituencies in the University, Ms. Nero 
urged that the motion be considered in terms of its constituent parts and that 
Senate approve today at least the first part of the resolution dealing with the 
commitment to the concept of autonomy in student affairs and the last part 
dealing with the establishment of an ad hoc committee. 


It was suggested again that an ad hoc committee be established to examine 
the issues and present a resolution which would be acceptable to Senate. 


THE MOVER AND SECONDER AGREED TO WITHDRAW THE MAIN 
MOTION. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. PELUSO, SECONDED BY PROF. 
NEWMAN, THAT SENATE ESTABLISH AN AD HOC COMMITTEE 
TO EXAMINE THE ISSUES RAISED BY CUSA IN ITS RESOLUTION 
(DOCUMENT US-93-4-D8 (Revised)); AND TO RECOMMEND A 
COURSE OF ACTION TO SENATE BY THE LAST SENATE MEETING 
IN MAY 1993. 


In response to a concern expressed by Mr. Subramanya, it was understood 
that whatever course of action might be recommended by the proposed Ad 
Hoc Committee with respect to the CUSA Resolution, it would be limited to 
undergraduate student associations and would not apply to the GSA. 


Issues raised during continuing discussion included concerns that although 
there was a tendency to be somewhat patronizing in dealing with student 
governments, Senate had an obligation to ensure that there were outlets 
which would provide help in as open a fashion as possible when it was 
needed by student associations who might be in trouble; that the issues 
involved were so important that if the Ad Hoc Committee could not 
complete its work by the proposed deadline, the matter should be carried 
over to the Fall; that student associations other than CUSA be provided an 
opportunity for input with respect to issues and concerns for consideration; 
and the possibility that Senate actions would interfere with the on-going 
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negotiations involving the Dean of Students and the various student 
associations vis-a-vis written agreements on policy with respect to the roles 
of the administration and the student associations which were expected to be 
completed in the Fall. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (10 in favour; 8 
opposed; 5 abstentions). 


It was suggested that the Ad Hoe Committee might even consider 
recommending that any Senate action be delayed until such time as the 
on-going negotiations between the Office of the Vice-Rector, Services, and 
the student associations had been completed. It was also suggested, and 
agreed, that the Ad Hoc Committee consist of 2 faculty members, 2 student 
members, and either Dr. Bertrand or Dr. Boisvert who were both members 
of Senate. it was further suggested that an attempt be made to appoint 
faculty and student members from different Faculties. 


Following a brief discussion involving suggestions as to how to proceed to 
appoint or elect members to the Ad Hoc Committee, Dr. Kenniff advised 
that he would keep the matter open in the event that during the course of the 
meeting members might consider volunteering to serve on the Ad Hoc 
Committee, which could be dealt with under "Other Business", otherwise 
the matter would be referred to the Steering Committee. 


Motion concerning the establishment of Rules for the Appraisal of 
Administrative Units 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. NEWMAN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
PARKER, THAT SENATE APPOINT A COMMITTEE TO DRAFT 
RULES FOR THE APPRAISAL OF ADMINISTRATIVE UNITS 
(OFFICE OF THE RECTOR, OFFICES OF THE VICE-RECTORS, AND 
THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY -GENERAL, ETC.); AND THAT 
AFTER DISCUSSION AT SENATE, THESE WOULD BE PRESENTED 
TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS TO CONSIDER FOR ADOPTION 
AS UNIVERSITY POLICY, (DOCUMENT US-93-5-D3). 


In presenting the above motion, Dr. Newman explained that this was one of 
a series of motions (the others appear under Agenda Item XIV) dealing in 
some sense with university governance; that her objective during the past 
two years on Senate has been to increase the sense of responsibility of the 
faculty for the running of the University; that in her opinion, the faculty had 
been remiss over the past 20 years with respect to this and had allowed the 
administration to take advantage of it, but that with the work of the Task 
Force on Senate Reform, we were well on the way towards establishing a 
system whereby University professors would take their responsibilities. 
She also expressed the feeling that everyone was better off when they were 
accountable to somebody, which, she suggested, was part of the reasoning 
for appraising the academic units; and that, given that it had been agreed at 
the last Senate meeting that administrative units should be appraised, we 
should strike a committee to recommend with respect to how to accomplish 
that. 


Issues and concerns which were raised and responded to during the ensuing 
discussion, included questions with respect to the current situation vis-a-vis 
appraisals, self-appraisals or reviews of units reporting to the offices 
referred to in the motion, including administrative units reporting to the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, in addition to the academic units which were 
subject to appraisal under the policy adopted by Senate in 1990; the 
definition, specification and identification of the units referred to in the 
motion; the nature of rules which could be applied to units of diverse and 
specialized functions; and establishing an administrative unit appraisal 
system analogous to the existing academic appraisal system, including the 
involvement of external evaluators. 


Prof. Byers suggested that the appraisal analogy that was being referred to 
was not with respect to the academic departmental appraisal system, but 
rather to the Faculty review process which had been established by the 
Vice-Rector, Academic; that Faculty reviews were not academic reviews in 
the same sense as the academic departmental reviews, and although there 
was an academic component, there was also an administrative component of 
the larger units, ie., the Faculties; that he presumed that what was being 
proposed in document US-93-5-D3 was that there be a review of other units 
in the University similar to Faculty reviews, and, in particular, with respect 
to the very large units such as those covered by the various Vice-Rectors, 
etc.; and that while the responses so far in the discussion have been with 
respect to reviews of sub-units within the various Vice-Rector's fields of 
operations, it would be interesting to hear comments from those involved 
about the feasibility of conducting reviews of the entire operations covered 
by the particular Vice-Rectorships, etc. 


Dr. Sheinin stated that she had assumed that what had been suggested above 
was what had been intended by the motion; that what was being proposed 
was feasible and that it only required a determination and the decision to 
implement it: that such reviews were done at other universities throughout 
the country; and that they were very comprehensive and were extremely 
important for purposes of expediting, planning and transformations within 
the university. 


Dr. Cohen expressed the opinion that what was being proposed was 
feasible and actually desirable. At the same time, he wondered whether the 
entire sector that reported to a Vice-Rector should be reviewed all at once, 
given the fact that sometimes they were very large; and he suggested, rather, 
that various themes might be considered which would correspond more 
closely to Faculties, e.g., the financial area, including Treasury, Internal 
Audits, or the Physical Plant area, or the external relations of the 
University, etc. ; and that such appraisals, if done properly, would be 
valuable,, but they should not be done necessarily by sectors determined by 
hierarchical boundaries, but by groupings that had a similarity or a mission. 


Dean Parker advised that in seconding the motion, he had done so on the 
basis of the interpretation expressed by Prof. Byers; that he had just 
completed a Faculty review and that several departments within the Faculty 
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of Fine Arts had also undergone self-appraisal; and that, consequently, in 
thinking about this kind of activity or procedure, etc., it was his belief that a 
sector could be evaluated, not necessarily individual units within the sector 
which should undergo their own self-appraisal and appraisal , but the entire 
sector itself , i.e., the Office of a Vice-Rector, the Office of the Rector, etc., 
so that there was a global view of the sector itself or the particular Office. 


Prof. Newman advised that her intention with respect to the motion was as 
described by Dean Parker; and that the process should involve external 
appraisers. 


Responding to a question as to whether the Offices of Vice-Rectors and the 
Secretary-General fell under the Office of the Rector, Dr. Kenniff advised 
that the Office of the Rector included the Offices of three Vice-Rectors and 
the Office of the Secretary-General; that the proposal could be interpreted to 
include himself and three or four other people in the Office, or that it could 
be viewed more comprehensively, which could be interpreted to mean 
almost a review of the University; and that there was a number of issues 
related to feasibility., how to proceed, the nature and mechanism for 
external input, etc., which did not have to be dealt with at this meeting, but 
which would have to be looked at beyond the resolution if it were to be 
adopted. 


Mr. Smart pointed out that while it was quite normal for Senate to establish 
such a committee to draft rules and to appoint Senators to the committee, 
there were very few administrative-type people on Senate who had a vote. 


Additional remarks included comments to the effect that what was being 
proposed was similar to Faculties being appraised at the same time that 
departments were being appraised, but that different aspects were 
considered with respect to the actual appraisals; and that consideration 
should be given to the question of jurisdictional boundaries vis-a-vis the 
Board of Governors, whose cooperation should be sought, particularly 
given that evaluation of the Office of the Rector, in some sense, included 
evaluation of the University. With respect to the latter comment, it was 
pointed out that the motion, in fact, included a provision for referral to the 
Board. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Referring to a number of previous comments, Dean Parker asserted that the 
Office of the Rector was not the University. 


In response, Dr. Kenniff advised that his comment with respect to this, 
should have been understood by everyone, not as an attempt at 
personification of the Institution in any individual, but rather, as a reference 
to the fact that in a sense everyone administratively reported to the Office of 
the Rector. 
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Proposed Commemorative Convocation Medals 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. 
HAMBLIN, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE CHANGE IN NAMES OF THE CIVIL 
ENGINEERING CONVOCATION MEDAL AND THE ELECTRICAL 
ENGINEERING CONVOCATION MEDAL TO THE MATTHEW 
DOUGLASS MEDAL FOR CIVIL ENGINEERING AND THE PHOIVOS 
ZIOGAS MEDAL FOR ELECTRICAL ENGINEERING 
RESPECTIVELY, AND THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE JAAN 
SABER MEDAL FOR INDUSTRIAL ENGINEERING, AS PROPOSED 
IN DOCUMENT US-93-5-D4. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE PROPOSED ESTABLISHMENT OF 
THE MICHAEL HOGBEN MEDAL FOR ECOTOXICOLOGY, AS 
PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-93-5-D7. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
At the request of Dean Kusy and Mr. Kaminaris, and by consent of the 
assembly, it was agreed that Agenda Item XIII be considered prior to 


Agenda Item X11. 


Revision to the Nomination Procedures for the Stanley G. French 
Convocation Medal 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY PROF. PELUSO, 
THAT THE REVISION TO THE NOMINATION PROCEDURES FOR 
THE STANLEY G. FRENCH CONVOCATION MEDAL, AS 
PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-93-5-D5, BE APPROVED. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Revised Employment Equity Policy 


Ms. Beaudoin explained that this item had been tabled at the last meeting of 
the Board of Governors on the grounds that there had not been adequate 
discussion in the University with respect to the proposed revisions 
(document US-93-5-D8), and that she felt that having it on the Senate 
Agenda would facilitate approval at the next meeting of the Board. 


Dr. Cohen advised that the Policy on Employment Equity had been the 
subject of discussions throughout the University over the past four years 
vis-a-vis implementation, including departmental discussions and 
discussions with CUFA, etc.; that in accordance with government policy 
with respect to the Federal Contractors Programme, the concept of 
employment equity had been extended to include minority groups in 


addition to women which was the first, and was still, the major concern of 
the University; that in light of experience, it was felt that some changes to 
extend the policy, which would correspond to actual practice, would be 
appropriate at this time; and that contrary to the unfortunate impression 
created at the Board of Governors meeting, the proposed revision had been 
widely discussed in the University. 


Issues and concerns which arose during continuing discussion included 
questions with respect to implications, if any, vis-a-vis the Collective 
Agreement; and the possibility of suggested revisions or comments on the 
proposed changes before re-submission to the Board of Governors, which, 
members were advised, should be forwarded in writing to Ms. Kathleen 
Perry, Employment Equity Coordinator, by 19 April 1993. 


Prof. Scheinberg voiced concern with respect to the fact that the document 
did not speak to the issue as to who the Employment Equity Policy was 
designed to serve, namely, Canadian citizens and landed immigrants; and he 
suggested that this should be included in the document while stressing at the 
same time that it did not negate hiring scholars of international reputation or 
those who were in fields where Canada did not produce scholars. 


Responding to a question, Dr. Cohen advised that the Joint Employment 
Equity Committee that was involved with the implementation of the policy 
vis-a-vis the hiring of faculty members, its role and procedures, was clearly 
noted in the Collective Agreement; that it had worked very well, and that the 
number of women faculty members who have been hired over the past three 
years was overwhelming; and that all those involved in the process as 
described, i.e., the Employment Equity Committee, the Deans, the 
Departments, the Vice-Rector, Academic, etc., deserved to be 
congratulated. He also confirmed that the statement that was added to all 
advertisements with respect to employment equity was an official policy 
statement, and that it was subject to revision from time to time. 


Dean Valaskakis stated that Article 12 of the Collective Agreement dealt 
primarily with women, which was the first target of the policy and also the 
first indication as to what should be done within the University context; that 
we were now part of the Federal Contractors Programme and therefore 
involved with four major groups that were underrepresented in the 
University; and that it might well be time to look at Article 12 in the broader 
context as spelled out in the first two paragraphs in the document 
(US-93-5-D8) now before Senate. She also suggested that there should be a 
clarification in the document as to how to balance what was contained in the 
first two paragraphs and the stated objective regarding individual merit vis- 
a-vis the hiring process. 


Other issues raised and responded to included a question with respect to the 
possibility of forwarding the document to all faculty members with a request 
that any suggestions or concerns be submitted by the deadline date; a lack of 
action with respect to the implementation of a recommendation concerning 
gender equity vis-a-vis sessional contracts, which, Senate was advised, was 
a complex matter, but it was being dealt with; consideration of the 
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possibility of soliciting external funding for scholarships and training, 
particularly at the Ph.D. level; and the absence of a statistical analysis by 
Faculty and department with respect to visible minorities and the disabled, 
and the implication that the problem was being approached more as a legal 
rather than as a moral issue. 


With respect to the latter, it was stated that the information collected was 
often regarded as private and confidential, and that there was a commitment 
that it would only be released in very summary form; and that the statement 
of policy was a statement of moral principle, that there was nothing to 
prevent departments who were aware of the availability of such individuals 
from fulfilling the moral obligation of the principle, and that in fact they 
were encouraged to do so. 


On behalf of Senate, Dr. Kenniff expressed appreciation to Ms. Perry for 
having attended the meeting. 


Ad Hoc Committee on the Issues Raised by the CUSA Resolution 
concerning Autonomy and Arbitration of Conflicts. 


It was agreed that the following members of Senate be appointed to the Ad 
Hoc Committee on the Issues Raised by the CUSA Resolution as contained 
in document US-93-4-D8 (Revised): 


MR. DAVID PARENT - STUDENT; 

MR. JARNO MAKKONEN - STUDENT; 

PROF. GERRY AUCHINACHIE - FACULTY; 
PROF. MARIA PELUSO - FACULTY; 

DR. DONALD BOISVERT - ADMINISTRATION 


Resolution concerning University Governance 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. NEWMAN, SECONDED BY MS. NERO, 
THAT SENATE REQUEST THAT THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
REPLACE 10 OF ITS OUTSIDE MEMBERS WITH FACULTY 
MEMBERS, (RESOLUTION 1, DOCUMENT US-93-5-D6). 


In presenting the resolution, Prof. Newman expressed the feeling that there 
were not enough faculty members on the Board of Governors, and that 
many members of the Board felt the same way; and that Senate should 
politely ask the Board to replace 10 to its external members with faculty 
members. 


During the discussion, it was noted that there were 6 faculty members 
currently on the Board of Governors. It was also argued that before 
considering such a motion, Senate should be made aware of the actual 
composition of the Board and be provided with a more comprehensive 
rationale for the proposal, particularly in the context of the basic nature of 
the Board to act with respect to the business affairs of the University; that if 
the faculty representation on the Board was to be increased, the student 
representation should be increased as well in order to maintain the present 


student/faculty membership ratio; that the issues involved were extremely 
complex and needed to be dealt with in a much more comprehensive fashion 
than that, embodied in the motion on the floor, including the question of the 
method of selection of Board members, and the rule and authority of the 
Board, etc.; that if consideration was going to be given to increasing faculty 
representation on the Board, consideration should also be given to other 
groups, including increasing student representation and representation from 
senior administrative support staff, etc.; and that given that many of the 
issues involved have been, and were being, discussed by the Task Force on 
Senate Reform, including the question of establishing mechanisms to raise 
the profile of Senate, and increasing liaison with the Board, etc., the 
resolutions contained in document US-93-5-D6 perhaps should be referred 
to the Task Force for consideration. 


However, it was also argued that increasing the number of faculty 
representatives on the Board of Governors would alleviate a situation 
whereby, because of its large external membership, the Board seemed to 
have lost touch with what was going on in the University community; that 
there needed to be a better balance between internal and external 
representation on the Board; and that the mandate of the Board was 
extremely broad, that it was not limited to the business affairs of the 
University, and that it had involved itself on past occasions in every level of 
University life. At the same time, the feeling was expressed that rather than 
requesting that 10 outside members of the Board be replaced by faculty 
members, the general issue of the composition of the Board of Governors 
perhaps should be considered more fully by Senate. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. KAMINARIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
PELUSO, THAT RESOLUTION 1 IN DOCUMENT US-93-5-D6 BE 
REFERRED TO THE TASK FORCE ON SENATE REFORM. 


Concerns were expressed that while Resolutions 2, 3, and 4 in document 
US-93-5-D6 could be considered as relevant to discussions in the Task 
Force on Senate Reform, the issue raised in Resolution 1, i.e., reform of 
the composition of the Board of Governors, was not; and that referring 
Resolution | to the Task Force would drastically increase its workload and 
jeopardize the targeted completion date for its report. However, it was also 
argued that there had been some discussion with respect to the question of 
exchanging members between Senate and the Board which could be a 
possible mechanism vis-a-vis Resolution 1, and therefore relevant to 
consideration as part of the ' mandate of the Task Force; that Resolution 1 
was also relevant to the issue of the relationship between the two most 
senior bodies in the University, i.e., Senate and the Board of Governors, 
and with respect to which the Task Force had been mandated to inform 
Senate; and that the Task Force was the only group in the University that 
had a global perspective on the issues involved and that was capable of 
ensuring the conceptualization and an understanding of the total picture. 


THE MOTION TO REFER WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (17 
in favour; 3 opposed; 3 abstentions). 
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IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. NEWMAN, SECONDED BY MR. 
KAMINARIS, THAT RESOLUTIONS 2, 3 AND 4 IN DOCUMENT 
US-93-5-D6 BE REFERRED TO THE TASK FORCE ON SENATE 
REFORM. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Kenniff announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 
pm, Friday, 7 May 1993, in the Russell W. Breen Senate Chamber. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:15 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


